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Malaise, Gordon

From: Binau, RJ-DOA

Sent:  Tuesday, June 12, 2007 2:55 PM

To: Malaise, Gordon

Subject: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Follwow-up

Gordon:

This email is a follow-up to our conversation we had on a change we want to make to our reciprocity agreement
with Minnesota as contained in 5.39.47.

As we discussed the reciprocity agreement between Wisconsin and Minnesota is premised on the theory that the
state using the agreement more should pay the other state the difference between the cost of providing the
education (as mutually agreed to by both states) and the tuition charged to the students (tuition rarely covers the
full cost of instruction, that is why thereis a state GPR subsidy).  Graphically it looks like this:

Cost of instruction ~ tuition = State obligation,

5.39.47 provides that when all is said and done the state with the larger state obligation pays the state with the
smaller obligation the net difference between the two.” Funds go to the state's general fund, not the campuses
providing the service. Details of how this works are spelled out in an "administrative memorandum" referenced in
$.39.47(2g), subject to Joint Finance passive review.

Up until the last decade or so the agreement worked fine and Minnesota made payments to Wisconsin because
more Minnesota residents come to Wisconsin to get an education then vice versa. Over the last 10 years
however, the tuition charged to Wisconsin students attending a Minnesota campus has been pegged to
Wisconsin resident tuition, not Minnesota resident tuition. In these years Minnesota resident tuition increased
dramatically compared to Wisconsin resident tuition.

It has gotten to the point where a Wisconsin resident's reciprocity tuition to attend the University of Minnesota —
Twin Cities campus is approximately $1,200 below the Minnesota resident tuition rate for the Twin Cities campus.

Under the terms of the mathematics | referenced above, Cost of instruction — tuition = State obligation, the state of
Wisconsin has been making up that difference through the formula. Butas stated above, the payment goes to the
Minnesota general fund, not to the Twin Cities campus. The University of Minnesota is out the revenue, now
approximately $1,200 for every Wisconsin resident attending the campus.

The University has threatened to end their participation in reciprocity by the end of June, 2007 unless this
disparity can be addressed. Solving the problem is hampered by Minnesota's end of their legislative session until
February.

In an attempt to save the reciprocity agreement, we are proposing a slight change to the reciprocity statutes to
permit the remittance of tuition revenue differences to the campuses directly and retain the reference to paying for
usage. We are proposing to split the state's obligation into two parts. These two parts would be detailed in the
administrative memorandum referenced in 5.39.47(2g). The first-part would be the current mathematics based on
usage, where the tuition charged would reflect the higher of the two tuition rates. Practically speaking this'means
the Minnesota resident tuition rate. Secondly, the administrative memorandum would permit the paymentontoa
Minnesota campus on behalf of Wisconsin residents attending a Minnesota campus equal to the difference
between that Minnesota resident tuition and the out-of-pocket tuition rate currently charged reciprocity students
based on Wisconsin resident tuition. The payment to the campus would be made to the campus system on their
behalf. Minnesota has two state university systems where we only have one. The net fiscal impact is no different
then current practice. It means there is a state obligation based on usage and a state obligation based on the
state of Wisconsin's current public policy of defining a Wisconsin resident's out-of-pocket charges for attending a
Minnesota state university to be based on Wisconsin resident tuition rates not the resident tuition rates of the
attending state (in this case it is only Minnesota).
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The example | gave you on the phone will illustrate where we are heading.

Current agreement/administrative memorandum

Cost of instruction — tuition = State obligation.

$100 - $50 = $50 (Where the Minnesota tuition is actually $75)

Under the revised agreement and administrative memorandum

$100 - $75=$25

Plus

$75 - $50 = $25 (to refiect Wisconsin's current policy to have its residents out of pocket expenses to be based on
Wisconsin tuition not Minnesota tuition)

Total payment = $50

In order to do this we think all you need to do with s.39.47 is make reference to the usage calculation and any
other payment provisions contained in the administrative memorandum. All subject to Joint Finance passive
review. ‘

| hope this helps explain things, let me know if | can provide you additional information.

RJ

07/03/2007
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Malaise, Gordon

From: Malaise, Gordon

Sent:  Wednesday, June 13, 2007 4.54 PM

To: Binau, RJ - DOA

Subject: RE: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Follwow-up

RJ:

Here is what | hae come up with. | propose that we amend the first sentence of s. 39.47 (1) to add, " . . . the
determination of any amounts owed by either state under the agreement shall be based on an equitable formula
which reflects the educational costs incurred by the 2 states, reflects any differentials in usage by residents of
either state of the public institutions of higher education located in the other state, and reflects any differentials in
the resident tuition charged at comparable public institutions of higher education of the 2 states.”.

The first clause reflects the usage differential, which will be paid to the Minnesota general fund as under current
law. The 2nd clause reflects the tuition differential, which will be paid to the U of M and the MN state universities
under the agreement.

Let -me know if this does the trick or if a different approach is needed.  We will get the green light to begin drafting
budget amendments on Friday.

Gordon

From: Binau, RJ - DOA

Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2007 2:55 PM

To: Malaise, Gordon

Subject: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Follwow-up

Gordon:

This email is a follow-up to our conversation we had on a change we want to make to our reciprocity agreement
with Minnesota as contained in's.39.47.

As we discussed the recCiprocity agreement between Wisconsin and Minriesota is premised on the theory that the
state using the agreement more should pay the other state the difference between the cost of providing the
education (as mutually agreed to by both states) and the tuition charged to the students (tuition rarely covers the
full cost of instruction, that is why there is a state GPR subsidy). Graphically it looks like this:

Cost of instruction — tuition = State obligation.

5.39.47 provides that when all is said and done the state with the larger state obligation pays the state with the
smaller obligation the net difference between the two. Funds go to the state's general fund, not the campuses
providing the service.  Details of how this works are spelled out in an "administrative memorandum” referenced in
5.39:47{2g), subject to Joint Finance passive review.

Up until the last decade or so the agreement worked fine and Minnesota made payments to Wisconsin because
more Minnesota residents come {o ‘Wisconsin to get an education then vice versa. Over the last 10 years
however, the tuition charged to Wisconsin students attending a Minnesota campus has been peggedto
Wisconsin resident tuition, not Minnesota resident tuition. In these years Minnesota resident tuition increased
dramatically compared to Wisconsin resident tuition.

It has gotten to the point where a Wisconsin resident's reciprocity tuition to attend the University of Minnesota ~
Twin Cities campus Is approximately $1,200 below the Minnesota resident tuition rate for the Twin Cities campus.
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Under the terms of the mathematics | referenced above, Cost of instruction — tuition = State obligation, the state of
Wisconsin has been making up that difference through the formula. But as stated above, the payment goes to the
Minnesota general fund, not to the Twin Cities campus. The University of Minnesota is out the revenue, now
approximately $1,200 for every Wisconsin resident attending the campus.

The University has threatened to end their participation in reciprocity by the end of June, 2007 unless this
disparity can be addressed. Solving the problem is hampered by Minnesota's end of their legislative session until
February.

In an attempt to save the reciprocity agreement, we are proposing a slight change to the reciprocity statutes to
permit the remittance of tuition revenue differences to the campuses directly and retain the reference to paying for
usage. We are proposing to split the state's obligation into two parts. These two parts would be detailed in the
administrative memorandum referenced in s.39.47(2g). The first part would be the current mathematics based-on
usage, where the tuition charged would reflect the higher of the two tuition rates. Practically speaking this means
the Minnesota resident tuition rate. -Secondly, the administrative memorandum would permit the. paymentonto a
Minnesota campus on behalf of Wisconsin residents attending a Minnesota campus equal to the difference
between that Minnesota resident tuition and the out-of-pocket tuition rate currently charged reciprocity students
based on Wisconsin resident fuition. The: payment to the campus would be made to the campus system-on their
behalf. Minnesota has two state university systems where we only have one. The net fiscal impact is no different
then current practice. It means there is a state obligation based on usage and a state obligation based on the
state of Wisconsin's current public policy of defining a Wisconsin resident's out-of-pocket charges for attending a
Minnesota state university to be based on Wisconsin resident tuition rates not the resident tuition rates of the
attending state (in this case it is only Minnesota).

The example | gave you on the phone will illustrate where we are heading.

Current agreement/administrative memorandum

Cost of instruction — tuition = State obligation.
$100 - $50 = $50 (Where the Minnesota tuition is actually $75)
Under the revised agreement and administrative memorandum

$100 - $75 = $25

Plus

$75.-$50 = $25 (to reflect Wisconsin's current policy to have its residents out of pocket expenses to be based on
Wisconsin tuition not Minnesota tuition)

Total payment = $50

In order to do this we think all you need to do with 5.39.47 is make reference to the usage calculation and any
other payment provisions contained in the administrative memorandum. All subject to Joint Finance passive
review.

1 hope this helps explain things, iet me know if | can provide you additional information.

RJ
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Malaise, Gordon

From: Binau, RJ-DOA

Seni:  Thursday, June 14, 2007 10:54 AM

To: Malaise, Gordon

Subject: RE: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Follwow-up
Gordon,

This looks good. | do have one follow-up Question.

Your clause is silent on where the funds go, remember that under the plan for the 2nd clause the funds will go to
the campus systems. Can the silence (which | prefer) be interpreted to mean any details are left to the
administrative memorandum?

1 am concerned about current 5.39.47 that talks about the "states.”

RJ

From: Malaise, Gordon [mailto:Gordon.Malaise@Ilegis.wisconsin.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2007 4:54 PM

To: Binau, R] - DOA

Subject: RE: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Follwow-up

RJ:

Here is what | hae come up with. | propose that we amend the first sentence of s. 39.47 (Htoadd,"...the
determination of any amounts owed by either state under the agreement shall be based on an equitable formula
which reflects the educational costs incurred by the 2 states, reflects any differentials in usage by residents of
either state of the public institutions of higher education located in the other state, and reflects any differentials in
the resident tuition charged at comparable public institutions of higher education of the 2 states.".

The first clause reflects the usage differential, which will be paid to the Minnesota general fund as under current
law. The 2nd clause reflects the tuition differential, which will be paid to the U of M and the MN state universities
under the agreement.

Let me know if this does the trick or if a different approach is needed. We will get the green light to begin drafting
budget amendments on Friday.

Gordon

From: Binau, RJ - DOA

Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2007 2:55 PM

To: Malaise, Gordon

Subject: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Follwow-up

Gordon:

This email is a follow-up to our conversation we had on a change we want to make to our reciprocity agreement
with Minnesota as contained in 5.39.47.

As we discussed the reciprocity agreement between Wisconsin and Minnesota is premised on the theory that the

state using the agreement more should pay the other state the difference between the cost of providing the
education (as mutually agreed to by both states) and the tuition charged to the students (tuition rarely covers the
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“full cost of instruction, that is why there is a state GPR subsidy). Graphically it looks like this:

Cost of instruction — tuition = State obligation.

5.39.47 provides that when all is said and done the state with the larger state obligation pays the state with the
smaller obligation the net difference between the two. Funds go to the state's general fund, not the campuses
providing the service. Details of how this works are spelled out in an "administrative memorandum" referenced in
$.39.47(2g), subject to Joint Finance passive review.

Up until the last decade or so the agreement worked fine and Minnesota made payments to Wisconsin because
more Minnesota residents'come to Wisconsin to get an education then vice versa. Over the last 10 years
however, the tuition charged to Wisconsin students attending a Minnesota campus has been pegged to
Wisconsin resident tuition, not Minnesota resident tuition. In-these years Minnesota resident tuition increased
dramatically compared to Wisconsin resident tuition.

it has gotten to the point where a Wisconsin resident's reciprocity tuition to attend the University of Minnesota —
Twin Cities campus is approximately $1,200 below the Minnesota resident tuition rate for the Twin Cities campus.

Under the terms of the.mathematics | referenced above; Cost of instruction - tuition = State obligation, the state of
Wisconsin has been making up that difference through the formula. But as stated above, the payment goes to the
Minnesota general fund, not to the Twin Cities campus.. The University of Minnesota is out the revenue; now
approximately $1,200 for every Wisconsin resident attending the campus.

The University has threatened to end their-participation in reciprocity by the end of June, 2007 unless this
disparity can be addressed. Solving the problem is hampered by Minnesota's end of their legislative session until
February.

In-an attempt to save the reciprocity agreement, we are proposing a slight.change to-the reciprocity statutes to
permit the remittance of tuition revenue differences to the campuses directly and retain the reference to paying for
usage. We are proposing to splitthe state's obligation into two parts. These two parts would be detailed in the
administrative memorandum referenced in 5.39.47(2g). The first part would be the current mathematics based on
usage, where the tuition charged would reflect the higher of the two tuition rates. Practically speaking this means
the Minnesota resident tuition rate. Secondly, the administrative memorandum would permit the paymentonto a
Minnesota campus on behalf of Wisconsin residents attending a Minnesota campus equal to the difference
between that Minnesota resident tuition and the out-of-pocket tuition rate currently charged reciprocity students
based on Wisconsin resident tuition. The payment to the campus would be made to the campus system on their
behalf. Minnesota has two state university systems where we only have one. The net fiscal impact is no different
then current practice. It means there is a state obligation based on usage and a state obligation based on the
state of Wisconsin's current public policy of defining a Wisconsin resident's out-of-pocket charges for attending a
Minnesota state university to be based on Wisconsin resident tuition rates not the resident tuition rates of the

attending state (in this case it is-only Minnesota).
The example | gave you on the phone will illustrate where we are heading.

Current agreement/administrative memorandum

Cost of instruction — tuition = State ‘obligation.

$100 - $50 = $50 (Where the Minnesota tuition is actually $75)

Under the revised agreement and administrative memorandum

$100 - $75 = $25

Plus

$75 - $50 = $25 (to reflect Wisconsin's current policy to have its residents out of pocket expenses to be based on
Wisconsin tuition not Minnesota tuition)

Total payment = $50

In order to do this we think all you need to do with s.39.47 is make reference to the usage calculation and any
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‘other payment provisions contained in the administrative memorandum. All subject to Joint Finance passive
review.

I hope this helps explain things, let me know if | can provide you additional information.

RJ

07/03/2007
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Malaise, Gordon

From: Malaise, Gordon

Sent:  Friday, June 15, 2007 5:31 PM

To: Binau, RJ - DOA

Subject: RE: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Folliwow-up

RJ:
Sorry for not getting back to you sooner, but we have been swamped putting together the JCF sub.

| share your concerns about s. 39.47 (3) referring to states receiving payments, specifically the 3rd sentence
which reads, "The stafe with the smaller reimbursement obligation shall receive from the other state an amount
determined by subtracting the reimbursement obligation of the state receiving the payment from the
reimbursement obligation of the state making the payment." This language makes it sound like the payments are
made to the states and not to the higher education systems of the states. Moreover, the last sentence (which is
not operative because Wi's obligation is higher than MN's) provides that payments to this state shall be deposited
in the general fund.

I think that we could finesse that language by amending the 3rd sentence to remove all references to "the state
the agreement an amount determined by subtracting the reimbursement obligation of the state with the smaller
reimbursement obligation from the reimbursement obligation of the state with the larger reimbursement

sums due and owing to either state.” Under that approach HEAB and the MN agency would have the flexibility to
spell out in the agreement (subject to JCF review) how the payments would be structured.

In sum, 1 think we need to amend s. 39.47 (3) so that the statutes are silent about the states,

especially MN, receiving payments and instead delegate those details o the agreement. Let me know what you
think about this proposed approach.

Gordon

From: Binau, RJ - DOA

Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2007 10:54 AM

To: Malaise, Gordon

Subject: RE: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Follwow-up

Gordon,

This looks good. | do have one follow-up Question.

Your clause is silent on where the funds go, remember that under the plan for the 2nd clause the funds will go to
the campus systems. Can the silence (which | prefer) be interpreted to mean any details are lefi to the
administrative memorandum?

| am concerned about current 5.39.47 that talks about the "states."

RJ

From: Malaise, Gordon [mailto:Gordon.Malaise@legis.wisconsin.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2007 4:54 PM
To: Binau, RJ - DOA

07/03/2007
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‘Subject: RE: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Foliwow-up
RJ:

Here is what | hae come up with. | propose that we amend the first sentence of s. 39.47 (1) toadd, " . . . the
determination of any amounts owed by either state under the agreement shall be based on an equitable formula
which reflects the educational costs incurred by the 2 states, reflects any differentials in usage by residents of
either state of the public institutions of higher education located in the other state, and reflects any differentials in
the resident tuition charged at comparable public institutions of higher education of the 2 states.”.

The first clause reflects the usage differential, which will be paid to the Minnesota general fund as under current
law. The 2nd clause refiects the tuition differential, which will be paid to the U of M and the MN state universities
under the agreement.

Let me know if this does the trick or if a different approach is needed. We will get the green light to begin drafting
budget amendments on Friday.

Gordon

From: Binau, R] - DOA

Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2007 2:55 PM

To: Malaise, Gordon

Subject: Minnesota- Wisconsin Reciprocity - Follwow-up

Gordon:

This email.is a follow-up to our conversation we had on a change we want to make to our reciprocity agreement
with Minnesota as contained in s.39.47.

As we discussed the reciprocity agreement between Wisconsin and Minnesota is premised on the theory that the
state using the agreement more should pay the other state the difference between the cost of providing the
education (as mutually agreed to by both states) and the tuition charged to the students (tuition rarely covers the
full cost of instruction, that is why there'is a state GPR subsidy). Graphically it looks like this:

Cost of instruction — tuition = State obligation.

5.39:47 provides that when-all is said-and done the state with the larger state obligation pays the state with the
smaller obligation the net difference between the two. Funds go to the state's general fund, not the campuses
providing the service.: Details of how this works are spelled out in an "administrative memorandum" referenced in
8.39.47(2g), subject to Joint Finance passive review.

Up until the last decade or so the agreement worked fine and Minnesota made payments to Wisconsin because
more Minnesota residents come to Wisconsin to get an education then vice versa. Over the last 10 years
however, the tuition charged to Wisconsin students attending a Minnesota campus has been pegged to
Wisconsin resident tuition, not Minnesota resident tuition. Inthese years Minnesota resident tuition increased
dramatically compared to Wisconsin resident tuition.

it has gotten to the point where a Wisconsin resident's reciprocity tuition to attend the University of Minnesota ~
Twin Cities campus is approximately $1,200 below the Minnesota resident tuition rate for the Twin Cities campus.

Under the terms of the mathematics | referenced above, Cost of instruction — {uition = State obligation, the state of
Wisconsin has been making up that difference through the formula. But as stated above, the payment goes to the
Minnesota general fund, not to the Twin Cities campus. The University of Minnesota is out the revenue, now
approximately $1,200 for every Wisconsin resident attending the campus.

The University has threatened to end their participation in reciprocity by the end of June, 2007 unless this

disparity can be addressed. Solving the problem is hampered by Minnesota's end of their legislative session until
February.

07/03/2007
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In-an attempt to save the reciprocity agreement, we are proposing a slight change to the reciprocity statutes to
permit the remittance of tuition revenue differences to the campuses directly and retain the reference to paying for
usage. We are proposing to split the state's obligation into two parts. These two parts would be detailed in the
administrative memorandum referenced in's.39.47(2g). The first part would be the current mathematics based on
usage, where the tuition charged would reflect the higher of the two tuition rates. Practically speaking this means
the -Minnesota resident tuition rate.  Secondly, the administrative-memorandum would:permit the payment on to a
Minnesota campus on behalf of Wisconsin residents attending a Minnesota campus equal to the difference
between that Minnesota resident tuition and the out-of-pocket tuition rate currently charged reciprocity students
based on Wisconsin resident tuition. The payment to the campus would be made to the campus system on their
behalf. ‘Minnesota has two state university systems where we only have one. The net fiscal impact is no different
then current practice. It means there is a state obligation based on usage and a state obligation based on the
state of Wisconsin's current public policy of defining-a Wisconsin resident's out-of-pocket charges for attending a
Minnesota state university to be based on Wisconsin resident tuition rates not the resident tuition rates of the
attending state (in this case it is.only Minnesota).

The example | gave you on the phone will illustrate where we are heading.

Current agreement/administrative memorandum

Cost of instruction — tuition = State obligation.
$100 - $50 = $50 (Where the Minnesota tuition is actually $75)
Under the revised agreement and administrative memorandum

$100 - $75 = $25

Plus

$75 - $50 = $25 (to reflect Wisconsin's current policy to have its residents out of pocket expenses to be based on
Wisconsin tuition not Minnesota tuition)

Total payment = $50

In order to do this we think all you need to do with s.39.47 is make reference to the usage calculation and any
other payment provisions contained in the administrative memorandum. All subject to Joint Finance passive
review.

I hope this helps explain things, let me know if | can provide you additional information.

RJ

07/03/2007
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At the locations indicated, amend the substitute amendment as follows:

1. Page 482, line 10: after thiif/ lihe insert:

“SECTION 748t. 39.47 (1) of the statutes is amended to read:

39.47 (1) There is established, to be administered by the board, a
Minnesota—Wisconsin student reciprocity agreement, the purpose of which shall be
to ensure that neither state shall profit at the expense of the other and that the
determination of any amounts owed by either state under the agreement shall be
based on an equitable formula which reflects the educational costs incurred by the

2 states, reflects any differentials in usage by residents of either state of the public

institutions of higher education located in the other state, and reflects any

differentials in the resident tuition charged at comparable public institutions of

higher education of the 2 states. The board, representing this state, shall enter into
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an agreement meeting the requirements of this section with the designated body
representing the state of Minnesota.

SECTION 748v. 39.47 (3) of the stat\ifes is amended to read:

39.47 (3) Annually, each state shall determine the number of students for
whom nonresident tuition has been waived under the agreement. Each state shall
certify to the other state, in addition to the number of students so determined, the
aggregate amount of its reimbursement obligation. The state with the-smaller larger
reimbursement obligation shall reeeive-from-the-other state pay as provided in the

agreement an amount determined by subtracting the reimbursement obligation of

the state receiving-the-payment with the smaller reimbursement obligation from the
reimbursement obligation of the state making-the—payment with the larger
reimbursement obligation. The agreement shall provide a reasonable date for
payment of any such sums due and owing te-either-state, after which date interest
may be charged on the amount owed. The methodology for determination of the
appropriate interest rate shall be included in the agreement. Any payments received

by this state under this subsection shall be deposited in the general fund.”.

2. Page 1658, line 24: after that line insert:

“(3x) MINNESOTA-WISCONSIN STUDENT RECIPROCITY AGREEMENT. The treatment
of section 39.47 (1) and (3) of the statutes first applies to reimbursement owed under
the Minnesota—-Wisconsin student reciprocity agreement for the 2007-08 academic
year.”.

(END)
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At the locations indicated, amend the substitute amendment as follows:

1. Page 482, line 10: after that line insert:

“SECTION 748t. 39.47 (1) of the statutes is amended to read:

39.47 (1) There is established, to be administered by the board, a
Minnesota-Wisconsin student reciprocity agreement, the purpose of which shall be
to ensure that neither state shall profit at the expense of the other and that the
determination of any amounts owed by either state under the agreement shall be
based on an equitable formula which reflects the educational costs incurred by the

2 states, reflects any differentials in usage by residents of either state of the public

institutions of higher education located in the other state, and reflects any
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differentials in the resident tuition charged at comparable public institutions of
higher education of the 2 states. The board, representing this state, shall enter into

an agreement meeting the requirements of this section with the designated body
representing the state of Minnesota.

SECTION 748v. 39.47 (3) of the statutes is amended to read:

39.47 (3) Annually, each state shall determine the number of students for
whom nonresident tuition has been waived under the agreement. Each state shall
certify to the other state, in addition to the number of students so determined, the
aggregate amount of its reimbursement obligation. The state with the smaller larger
reimbursement obligation shall receive-from-the-other-state pay as provided in the

agreement an amount determined by subtracting the reimbursement obligation of

the state receiving-the payment with the smaller reimbursement obligation from the
reimbursement obligation of the state making the—payment with the larger

reimbursement obligation. The agreement shall provide a reasonable date for
payment\ of any such sums due and owing te-either-state, after which date interest
may be charged on the amount owed. The methodology for determination of the
appropriate interest rate shall be included in the agreement. Any payments received

by this state under this subsection shall be deposited in the general fund.”.

2. Page 1658, line 24: after that line insert:

“(3x) MINNESOTA-WISCONSIN STUDENT RECIPROCITY AGREEMENT. The treatment
of section 39.47 (1) and (3) of the statutes first applies to reimbursement owed under
the Minnesota-Wisconsin student reciprocity agreement for the 2007-08 academic
year.”.

(END)



